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The author examined trust in the benevolent intent of and respect for a fictional 
partner’s ability as mediators of the well-known attitude similarity–attraction link. 
Previous studies had shown that both trust and respect are mediators, but 
suggested that a task emphasizing warmth could eliminate respect as a 
mediator. In Experiment 1, participants received information about attitudes and 
benevolent intent of the partner. As predicted, such manipulations yielded 
evidence for mediation by trust, but not by respect. The hypothesis that respect 
could be a mediator when competence is salient was tested in Experiment 2. 
Attitude similarity was crossed with either the benevolence or grades of the 
partner, cueing warmth and competence, respectively. Trust was again a 
significant mediator, but respect for ability was not in either condition. Although 
these results portray trust as a robust mediator of the attitude similarity–attraction 
link, the failure to effectively manipulate respect draws attention to possible 
difficulties in Experiment 2.      
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This thesis deals with a very simple topic: Why do people feel more 
attracted toward those who have the same opinions than toward those who 
think differently? This is a topic which has interested researchers for decades 
(e.g., Byrne, 1961; Condon & Crano, 1988; Montoya & Horton, 2004; Singh, 
Ho, Tan, & Bell, 2007). However, the question’s simplicity is somewhat 
deceptive, as a much more difficult conundrum lurks beneath. To even 
propose an answer, we need some idea of what attraction is and what factors 
would cause one person to be attracted to another. Thus, I am drawn into 
theorizing why humans engage in social interactions, and how they assess 
other individuals as prospective interaction partners.  
 My discussion takes these issues in reverse order. I start by looking at 
work in impression formation, reviewing evidence on how people evaluate 
others. As becomes obvious, this approach gives some fairly strong hints as 
to what factors may promote attraction. When this theoretical backdrop is in 
place, I will turn to the literature on the attitude similarity effect.  
 
Approach and Avoidance 
Let me start by asking what is the nature of attraction? A functional 
approach is useful here: If we want to know what attraction is, we need to 
consider what it is for. I take the position that people are faced with a very 
simple decision when interacting with others: Should I associate with this 
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person and try and develop a relationship (the approach response), or should 
I try and minimize contact (the avoidance response)? The former is 
appropriate when the prospective interaction is likely to be beneficial for me, 
whereas the latter is appropriate when it is likely to be harmful. Attraction is, in 
this view, merely the complex of affect and behaviors linked to the approach 
response.    
 
Competence and Warmth 
There is a body of evidence in impression formation, suggesting that 
people evaluate others along the two dimensions of competence and warmth. 
The contrast between these dimensions is easy to grasp on an intuitive level. 
Competence refers to an individual’s ability to achieve his or her goals, 
whereas warmth refers to his or her morality, integrity, and general social 
desirability. This theoretical distinction is remarkable for its longevity. While 
some trace its origins to Asch (1946), the first clear statement came from 
Rosenberg, Nelson, and Vivekananthan (1968), who provided evidence from 
a trait sorting task. This distinction has been used to throw light on issues in 
both person and group perception (see, e.g., Fiske, Cuddy & Glick, 2006; 
Wojciszke, 2005, for reviews), and is still inspiring original research (e.g., 
Abele & Wojciszke, 2007). It is clearly a particularly fertile paradigm.  
There is a clear link between the competence/warmth distinction and 
the difference in perspective between self and other. Behavioral adaptation 
theory (e.g., Peeters & Czapinski, 1990) makes the distinction between self- 
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and other- profitable traits. Self-profitable traits have unconditional 
consequences for the self, be they positive or negative, whereas other-
profitable traits have direct benefits for those around the trait possessor. Of 
course, a self-profitable trait may be beneficial or costly for those interacting 
with the trait possessor (e.g., when collaborating on a project), and other-
profitable traits may have an impact on the trait possessor (e.g., when being 
nice makes others nice in return). However, these indirect consequences are 
situationally dependent, and hence secondary. It would seem, therefore, that 
the self/other profitable distinction ‘overlaps substantially’ (Wojciszke, 2005) 
with the competence/warmth distinction in that competence is self-profitable 
but warmth is other-profitable.       
 
Trust 
I now take up the topic of trust. Although this is a ”complex, 
multifaceted construct” (Simpson,  2007, p. 587), there is agreement among 
researchers that when Person X trusts Person Y, X believes that Y will act in 
a way consistent with X’s interests. Conceived this way, trust relates strongly 
to warmth: A warm individual is more likely to act in a way consistent with our 
interests, hence is likely to be more trustworthy. This intuition received 
support from Singh, Young, Sim, Chai and Chiou (2008). The effect of other-
profitable traits on attraction was mediated solely by trust in the partner. 
Stated simply, people like others with positive other-profitable traits because 
of trust in them. Interestingly, it was also demonstrated that the effect of self-
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profitable traits on attraction was mediated by both trust and respect for their 
ability. Thus, while trust is especially strongly linked to warmth, it is important 
for attraction more generally. This point will be taken up below.  
The importance of trust is also attested by findings in the 
organizational literature. Even a decade ago, management authors were 
faced with the problem of finding a coherent framework to accommodate the 
divergent research on the topic (e.g., Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; 
Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). More recently, Colquitt, Scott, and 
LePine (2007) identified 119 suitable studies on organizational outcomes of 
trust, and performed a meta-analysis. The results “underscore the practical 
benefits of fostering trust in the workplace” (p. 922). Trust predicted increases 
in job performance, risk taking, and affective commitment, and a decrease in 
counter-productive behavior.   
Given that trust seems to be linked to both attraction and 
organizational behavior, we might expect it to be of wide interest in the social 
psychology literature. Unfortunately, however, Simpson (2007) recently 
claimed that “surprisingly little is known about how trust develops, how it is 
maintained, how it shapes and interacts with major interpersonal processes” 
(p. 587). Simpson’s own work provides something of a corrective to this, 
reviewing previous studies and proposing an integrative model. More relevant 
for this paper, however, are the findings of Cottrell, Neuberg, and Li (2007). 
They demonstrated that trust was rated as a highly desirable trait (Expts. 1 
and 2) across a wide range of prospective relationship types. Moreover, 
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across these interaction types, participants were prepared to invest limited 
resources to obtain a trustworthy partner (Expt. 3). However, the importance 
of other characteristics, such as intelligence, was much more situationally 
dependent (Expts. 2 and 3). This mirrors the findings of Singh, Young et al. 
(2008) described above. Recall they found that trust was a mediator of the 
effects of even self-profitable traits (such as intelligence) on attraction. 
Therefore, trust is always relevant in determining attraction. Evaluations of 
competence, however, are only relevant in some circumstances, such as 
when the situation demanded a competent partner (Cottrell et al., 2007) or 
when we have competence-related information (Singh, Young et al., 2008).           
 
Summary 
I have now outlined a certain proposition as to how our view of a 
person will effect our attraction toward them. Attraction is the affective and 
behavioral component of the decision to engage in interaction with another 
person. This is based on our evaluation of the person along two dimensions: 
Their warmth, exemplified by trustworthiness, which is other-profitable; and 
their competence, which is self-profitable. As discussed above, trust is 
chronically salient for attraction, whereas the importance of competence is 
more situationally dependent. With this in place, we can move on to look at 
the attitude-similarity effect.  
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The Similarity-Attraction Link 
Byrne (1961) showed that people are more attracted to those who 
share attitudes with them. This study has been seminal in two regards. First, 
the basic finding has been replicated in a variety of situations using a number 
of different participant groups. Byrne and Griffitt (1966) demonstrated that it 
holds in children as young as 9. Byrne, Griffitt Hudgins and Reeves (1969) 
showed that it holds in non-undergraduate US adult populations. Byrne et al. 
(1971) showed that it held across a range of cultures.  
Second, Byrne (1961) introduced a very influential procedure for 
investigating these issues. This procedure takes place over two sessions. In 
the first, participants complete an attitude survey, indicating their position on a 
range of issues from a fixed set of options with no neutral point. In the 
second, they are told they will be interacting with a partner on a problem 
solving task, and that they will be allowed to see the partner’s attitude survey 
prior to the interaction. There is in reality no partner, and the survey 
participants see has been tailored to have a certain proportion of attitudes 
which are ‘similar’ (i.e., 1 point away and on the same side of the spectrum) 
and ‘different’ (i.e., three points away and on the far side of the spectrum) 
from the participants own. This ‘phantom-other paradigm’ has been used in 
subsequent studies (e.g., Byrne & Nelson, 1965; Condon & Crano, 1988; 
Montoya & Horton, 2004), and thus, the literature has achieved a large 
degree of methodological validity:  the results of many studies can be directly 
compared because of a common experimental method. 
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 There have been a number of explanations of the attitude similarity-
attraction effect. First, Byrne (1961) proposed an explanation based around 
learning theory. Learning that someone shares our attitudes provides 
validation of our viewpoint, and this validation leads to positive affect. We 
simply associate this affect with the stranger through a process of classical 
conditioning, and hence are more attracted to him or her. 
 An alternative view was suggested by Condon and Crano (1988). They 
proposed that learning a partner has similar attitudes leads us to believe that 
the partner will have a better opinion of us. Past experience teaches us that 
interactions with a stranger who likes us is likely to be more rewarding than 
with one who doesn’t like us. Thus, we are more disposed to interact with a 
similar stranger. I would draw attention to the point that it is not the inferred 
attraction per se which is the key variable in this view, rather it is the 
anticipation of rewards from interaction. As Condon and Crano (1988) 
themselves put it, “reciprocation of assumed liking is based on people’s 
common past histories of reinforcement. People are reinforced by those who 
like them” (p. 789). The partner’s views of us are only relevant because they 
indicate how well the interaction is likely to go. Thus, I would suggest that this 
explanation is linked to the assessment of the partner’s warmth. 
A third contender is information integration theory (e.g., Kaplan & 
Anderson, 1973). In this approach, attitudes are conceived as pieces of 
information. We use them to form an evaluation of the person based on a 
weighted averaging rule, and it is this evaluation which drives attraction. This 
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approach received a recent update by Montoya and Horton (2004), who 
provided evidence that respect for the partner’s competence (i.e., what they 
termed cognitive evaluation) was a key factor in determining attraction. This 
demonstration provides a clear conflict with the previous explanations in that 
it casts the competence of the partner to the center stage.    
Evidently, there are three competing explanations for the effect: the 
participant’s general affect, the partner’s warmth, and the partner’s 
competence. The key question is how to choose between these mechanisms. 
There is one statistical technique, mediation analysis, which is the most 
suited to the issue at hand. Thus, before I review the comparative evidence 
on the mediators, I will describe how this method works. 
 
Mediation Analysis  
The reliability of the similarity-attraction link is well established. 
However, the psychological mechanism(s) underlying this effect remain 
unclear. One of the most popular techniques for statistically assessing 
mediation was proposed in Baron and Kenny (1986), and further refined in 
Shrout and Bolger (2002). I describe it for a single mediator model, but it can 
easily be expanded to account for multiple mediators. Fundamentally, the 
mediation relationship is separated into a number of components: the total 
effect of the predictor on the outcome (c), the a path linking the predictor and 
mediator, the b path linking the mediator and criterion, and finally the direct 
effect of the predictor on the outcome (c’), controlling for the effect of the 
9 
mediator. This is represented graphically in Figure 1. These components can 
be estimated using multiple regression (e.g., Preacher & Hayes, in press), or 
path analysis (e.g., MacKinnon, 2008). 
 With these pathways estimated, there are two issues of interest. The 
first is the significance of the indirect pathway through the mediator. The 
strength of this pathway can be estimated by multiplying a (the estimate of a) 
x b (the estimate of b). To test the significance of the difference between the 
obtained indirect effect and zero, a bootstrapping procedure is used (Shrout & 
Bolger, 2002). A sample of n cases is drawn (with replacement) from the 
dataset, and a x b is calculated for this sample. This procedure is repeated a 
large number of times, and the resulting distribution is used to calculate 95% 
confidence intervals (CIs). If the CIs exclude zero, then the indirect effect is 
adjudged as significantly different from zero.   







Figure 1: The Components of a Mediation Model
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how much of the total effect is explained through the indirect pathway. Is the 
indirect pathway sufficient to explain the effect of the predictor on the 
outcome, or is there some unexplained residue? This can be assessed by 
dividing the indirect effect, (a x b), by the total effect, (c), to give an estimate 
of the proportion of the total effect which is mediated (e.g., MacKinnon 2008). 
Further clarification can be drawn by comparing the significance of the 
total effect (c) and direct effect (c’). Three combinations are of particular 
interest. A significant total effect and nonsignificant direct effect illustrates 
complete mediation: The indirect pathway is sufficient to represent the effect 
of the predictor on the outcome. When both the total and direct effects are 
significant and have the same sign, a smaller direct effect indicates partial 
mediation: The mediator explains some of the effect, but not all. When the 
two effects have opposite signs and the direct effect is of a larger magnitude, 
the mediator actually serves as a suppressor; the predictor has a stronger 
effect when the mediator is included in the equation (see, e.g., MacKinnon, 
Krull, & Lockwood, 2000). 
        
Mediation Analysis in Similarity Research 
As stated above, mediation analysis is ideally suited to address the 
issues raised about the similarity-attraction effect. Indeed, it is with this 
technique that Montoya and Horton (2004) supported their view that respect 
was the sole mediator. They showed that when respect was measured before 
attraction, it completely accounted for the similarity-attraction link. Condon 
11 
and Crano (1988) did not exactly use this procedure, but they did show that 
the total effect of attitudes on attraction was much less than the direct effect 
(controlling for inferred attraction), consistent with partial mediation. 
The foregoing two studies were flawed in that they did not 
simultaneously measure alternative mechanisms. Consequently, Singh, Yeo, 
Lin, and Tan (2007, Expt. 2) measured all three possible mediators. They also 
varied order of measurement of the mediating variables. Affect or inferred 
attraction was measured first, and respect was always last. The findings were 
as follows:  
1. Affect was not a significant mediator in either case.  
2. Inferred attraction and respect were significant mediators in both cases.  
3. Inferred attraction seemed to be a more important mediator than respect: 
When affect was measured first, the two indirect effects were equal. 
However, when measured first, inferred attraction was stronger. 
The reported analysis is open to one criticism. Respect for ability is 
clearly a measure of perceptions of the partner’s competence but inferred 
attraction is only indirectly related to perceptions of warmth. Using inferred 
attraction as a measure of warmth is, therefore, not correct. One candidate for 
a better measure is trust, as discussed above. Singh, Seow, Chen and Shuli 
(2008) tested this position. Their Experiment 1 showed that when trust alone 
was measured, it was a complete mediator of the attitude similarity-attraction 
link. However, Experiment 2 that measured both trust and respect found that 
the former was a stronger mediator than the latter. In Experiment 3, trust 
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measured alone was a partial mediator. Thus, both warmth and competence 




The evidence suggests that the effect of attitudinal similarity on 
attraction is mediated by evaluations of both warmth and competence. 
Warmth based mediators (trust and inferred attraction) have been shown to 
be significant mediators, both in isolation (Condon & Crano, 1998; Singh, 
Seow et al., 2008, Expt. 2), and when measured alongside respect (Singh, 
Seow et al., 2008, Expt. 3; Singh, Yeo et al. 2007, Expt 2). However, respect 
for ability was also a significant mediator when measured alone (Montoya & 
Horton, 2004; Singh, Ho et al., 2007), with inferred attraction (Singh, Yeo et 
al., 2007), and with trust (Singh, Seow et al., 2008). While the warmth-based 
mediators were marginally stronger (Singh, Seow et al., 2008; Singh, Yeo et 
al., 2007), the competence-based respect was significant in both cases. Thus, 
it would seem that attitude similarity stands for both competence and warmth, 
and that both of these are relevant in determining attraction.  
 
The Current Hypothesis  
I have reviewed the literature on two major topics. First, we have seen 
that people evaluate others in terms of other-profitable warmth and self-
profitable competence. The former seems to be salient for attraction in a 
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wider range of situations. Second, people are more attracted to a similar 
individual, and this is mediated by trust and respect for the individual.  
The literature obviously connects in that trust and respect seem strong 
examples of evaluations of warmth and competence. If we allow that the 
salience of these dimensions varies across situations, interesting possibilities 
arise. First, it could be that attitude similarity is ambiguous in that the 
inferences participants draw from it will vary with situation. If I am really not 
concerned with competence, for example, I may be less sensitive to the 
implications of attitudinal stimuli on competence evaluations. Second, even if 
participants make the same evaluations under all circumstances, which of 
these are relevant for determining attraction may well vary. This is clearly 
demonstrated in Cottrell et al. (2007). Thus, even if I always respect a similar 
partner more than a dissimilar one, the consequences of this difference for 
attraction may vary, depending on how important competence is in the current 
situation.  
These two points at which situation moderation could occur align with 
the a- and b-paths of mediation. Thus, if either or both hold, the mediation of 
the attitude-similarity effect will vary with situation. This will be called the 
flexible mediation hypothesis. This thesis will test this over-arching 
hypothesis.  
Not all mediators are equally flexible, however. Cottrell et al. (2007) 
and Singh, Young et al. (2008) have both presented evidence that situations 
or stimuli which make trust salient tend to eliminate competence, but that trust 
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tends to be important even when competence is highlighted. This asymmetry 
leads to two hypotheses. First, trust is a robust mediator, meaning that 
regardless of which dimension is made salient, trust will be an equally strong 
mediator. Second, respect is a context-dependent mediator, meaning it will be 
a stronger mediator when it is made salient. In this view, previous studies had 
made competence salient, and hence found both trust and respect to be the 
mediators. If, however, trust were made salient, competence would not be a 
mediator.      
A second issue is what could be termed the sufficiency of evaluation 
as an explanation of the attitude similarity effect. I have suggested that we 
evaluate others along two dimensions, trust and competence, which are well 
represented by the two measured constructs of trust and respect. If this is the 
case, then these two measures should provide a comprehensive evaluation of 
the partner, in that all salient dimensions are measured. If, therefore, the sole 
mechanism of the attitude similarity effect is evaluation of the partner, then 
respect and competence in combination would be sufficient to completely 
mediate the effect.        
 To test these possibilities, I manipulated the trustworthiness of the 
partner in Experiment 1. To this end, I used a task based around the 
Prisoner’s Dilemma Game (PDG). Participants were told they were going to 
play a number of PDG rounds with a participant, and that they would receive 
information on their partners intentions before each round. This is based on 
the manipulation used by Montoya and Insko (in press, Expt. 2), which was 
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shown to be an effective manipulation of perceptions of the partner’s 
benevolence. They were also given information on the partner’s attitudes. In 
Experiment 2, a similar task was used, but grades were varied with attitude 
similarity to explore whether making competence salient would make respect 




The current experiment tests whether the meditational role of respect 
could be eliminated by making trust more salient through a benevolence 
manipulation. More specifically, three hypotheses were tested.  
H1: Any effect of benevolence should be mediated by trust alone.  
H2: Trust should mediate the effect of attitude similarity 
H3: Competence should not mediate the effect of attitude similarity  





The design was a 2 (attitude similarity: similar vs. dissimilar) x 2 
(intentions: benevolent vs. hostile) between-participants factorial. 
 
Participants  
Undergraduate students (88 women, 28 men) from the National 
University of Singapore participated in return for course credit in psychology 
modules.  Ages ranged from 18 to 26 years. Participants were spread equally 






The study took place over 2 sessions. Each session was held in 
groups of up to 25, based on convenience for participants. In the first session, 
participants completed a brief attitude survey asking for their position on 12 
issues. They had a choice of 6 responses, without a neutral point (see 
Appendix A).  
The second session was held 5-10 days later. Participants were told 
they would be playing 8-10 rounds of the Prisoners Dilemma game with a 
partner from a second experimental group. They were also told that they 
would receive their partner’s attitude survey and that their partner would 
communicate his or her intended actions each round. Finally, they were told 
that at the end of each round they would be asked to answer some questions 
about their partner before giving their action for the round.  
As the procedure was somewhat complex, it was explained both orally 
and on an instruction sheet. Also, as participants were usually unfamiliar with 
the Prisoner’s Dilemma, I took some time to explain the nature of the game. 
The instruction sheet included a brief test to ensure all had understood the 
possible pay-offs (see Appendix B).     
After giving the instructions, I left the room to collect information from 
the fictional partner group. The participants were left with an assistant to 
ensure they did not interact excessively.  Discussion of the nature of the 
procedure and game was allowed. I returned with an individual envelope for 
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each participant, labeled with his or her name (on a removable label). This 
document contained the attitude survey and intention sheet (see Appendices 
A and D) from the partner, complete with fictional participant number. In the 
similar condition, the partner rated all attitude items one point away from the 
participant and on the same side of the neutral point. In the dissimilar 
condition, all items were three points away and on the opposite side. 
Benevolent partners indicated they would cooperate, whereas hostile partners 
indicated they would defect. I handed the document to the participants, and 
asked them to read the information carefully. After they had read the 
document, I handed out another response booklet  
The booklet had 31 items. The first 20 assessed respect for and trust 
in the partner. These were randomly interspersed to avoid order effects. The 
next 10 assessed attraction to the partner. The validity of these measures has 
been tested by Singh, Seow et al. (2008), who used an EFA to demonstrate 
good construct validity for the trust and attraction measures. The respect 
measure, however, was somewhat unreliable in this previous experiment. 
Thus, the current study provided a further test of its construct validity. The 
final item asked for the participant’s action in the first round of the Prisoner’s 
Dilemma game. This was not a variable of interest, but was necessitated by 
the benevolence manipulation. A copy of the booklet can be found in 
Appendix F. Items are marked with a T, R or A to indicate the construct they 
belong to.    
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After all participants had completed the booklet, I informed them that 
there would be no further rounds, and thanked them. Once the data from all 
participants were gathered, I debriefed them by email.   
 
Results  
Prisoner’s Dilemma Comprehension 
All participants successfully completed the Prisoner’s Dilemma task 
 
Construct Validity 
 To confirm the items were measuring trust, respect and attraction as 
predicted, I performed an exploratory factor analysis. Factors were extracted 
using principal-axis factoring, and rotated with a promax rotation. The scree 
plot from a preliminary analysis, shown in Figure 2, clearly supports a three 
factor model. Table 1 shows the resulting pattern matrix, with the factors 
given in the order they were extracted. The loadings further support the 
predicted model. Noticeably, the respect measure shows the predicted 
pattern of loadings, contradicting Singh, Seow et al. (2008). The only 
unexpected finding is that one attraction item seems to be more related to 
trust. Rather than recode this, I decided to keep it in the attraction scale. The 
reasons for this are threefold. First, Singh, Seow et al. (2008) had validated 
this attraction measure. Second, previous studies have used some or all of 
these measures (e.g. Singh, Seow et al., 2008, Singh, Young et al., 2008) , 
and hence changing them would lead to a loss of comparability across 
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studies. Third, the three constructs showed acceptable levels of internal 
consistency. The alpha levels of the attraction, trust and respect scales were 
.92, .93 and .92 respectively. Hence, any problems were not seriously 
damaging to the reliability of the measures.  
 
 ANOVAs of Main Variables  
The effect of similarity and benevolence on the main variables of attraction, 
trust, and cognitive evaluation are shown in Figure 3. As can be seen, the 
effect of these two factors was remarkably similar on all three variables. For 
all three variables, there was a main effect of similarity, Fs(1, 112) = 62.75, 
55.53, and 44.57, respectively, ps < .001,  η2s = .35 , .31 , and .27 , and also 
of benevolence, Fs(1, 112) = 3.20, 10.99, and 4.76, ps = .04, .001 and .03, 




















Item 1 2 3
T1: My partner would make me feel secure 0.58 0.15 0.22
T2: I would expect my partner to play fair with me 0.95 -0.07 -0.13
T3: I expect to be able to confide in my interaction partner 0.64 -0.02 0.25
T4: My partner is not someone I would consider reliable * 0.77 0.03 -0.15
T5: In any upcoming task, my partner would act benevolently toward me 0.71 -0.19 0.10
T6: I would totally rely on my partner 0.84 -0.03 -0.14
T7: I find my partner to be a dependable person 0.76 0.17 -0.04
T8: My partner would take advantage of me * 0.90 0.00 -0.22
T9: If given the oppotunity, my partner would probably exploit me * 0.85 0.02 -0.14
T10: My partner would look out for my interests 0.75 0.02 -0.07
R1: My partner is probably well respected 0.31 0.49 0.11
R2: My partner will probably be successful in life 0.07 0.74 0.03
R3: I think my partner would make a good leader 0.14 0.63 0.09
R4: My partner is probably an intelligent individual -0.04 0.68 0.25
R5: I think my partner is probably competent at what s/he does 0.15 0.66 0.01
R6: My partner is probably good at everything that s/he does 0.04 0.65 -0.09
R7: My partner is probably a competent individual 0.13 0.78 -0.12
R8: My partner will probably achieve all of his / her goals -0.08 0.71 -0.06
R9: My partner is probably a talented individual -0.10 0.86 -0.07
R10: My partner is probably a gifted individual -0.22 0.92 -0.01
A1: I would probably enjoy my partner's company 0.35 0.16 0.45
A2: I would probably dislike talking with my partner at a party * 0.45 -0.03 0.49
A3: I would like to meet my partner -0.26 -0.14 1.02
A4: I would probably like my partner 0.34 0.09 0.56
A5: I would like to be with my partner 0.31 -0.05 0.58
A6: I look forward to playing the game with my partner -0.15 0.12 0.77
A7: I look forward to meeting my partner -0.18 -0.03 1.01
A8: I would enjoy discussing controversial topics with my partner -0.03 0.00 0.66
A9: My partner would probably not make a good partner to me * 0.52 -0.11 0.40
A10: I would like to get to know my partner better -0.11 -0.03 0.77
Note. * = Reverse Coded
Principal-axis Factor Patterns in Responses to the Trust, Respect, and Attraction 
























































































































 η2s = .02, .06, and .03. For all three variables, the interaction between the 
two   factors was nonsignificant, Fs(1, 112) = 1.08, 1.88, and 1.16,  ps =.30, 
.17, and .28, η2s = .01, .01, and .01. As is clear from the plots, both similarity 
and benevolence led to higher levels of attraction, trust, and respect.   
 
Mediation Analyses 
Mediation analysis was conducted using MPlus. This program allows 
the estimation of path strengths, plus the bootstrapping of the indirect effects. 
Furthermore, Cheung (2007) has shown how this procedure can be used to 
assess the difference in strength of two indirect effects. The procedure for this 
is simple. Imagine there are 2 mediators M1 and M2 in a model.  A phantom 
variable P can be created, and constrained to equal the indirect effect through 
M1, minus that through M2 (or vice versa). The variance of this variable will 
be zero, and hence it will not effect the model fit. However, the variable’s 
confidence intervals, generated through a bootstrap procedure, will provide 
an estimate of the difference in strength between the two effects.  
The current model is slightly more complex, as there were two IVs 
(similarity and intentions). However, the analysis was built on exactly the 
same principles. The DV (attraction) was regressed onto the two MVs (trust 
and respect) and the two IVs (similarity and intentions). The MVs were also 
regressed onto the IVs. Furthermore, two phantom variables were created in 
order to compare the meditational role of trust and respect in the effects of 








































































































































































































































































The results were generally encouraging.  As can be seen, Hypothesis 
1 was supported: Trust was a significant mediator of the effect of 
benevolence, whereas respect was not. Furthermore, mediation was 
complete in this case. Hypotheses 2 and 3 were also supported: The effect of 
attitude similarity on attraction was mediated by trust, but not by respect. 
Hypothesis 4 was not supported. The combination of trust and respect only 
partially mediated the effect; trust and respect in combination only mediated 
47% of the total effect, and the direct effect was significant (unstandardized B 
= 0.67, p<.001), 
However, despite the support for Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, there was 
some contradictory evidence. For both IVs, trust was a significant mediator of 
the effect on attraction, whereas respect was not. However, in neither case 
was the contrast between the two indirect effects significant. It is likely that in 
each case at least one test was not sufficiently powerful. On the one hand, 
respect could indeed have been a significant mediator, but the significance 
tests of the indirect effect through respect were not powerful enough to detect 
it. On the other hand, respect may not have been a significant mediator, in 
which case the test of the contrast was not sufficiently powerful to detect the 
difference between the two. I prefer the second explanation, as the CIs on the 
estimates of the contrasts are much wider than those on the estimates of the 
indirect effects. This suggests that the estimates of the difference between 
the two effects are much less reliable than those of the effects themselves, 
and hence less capable of supporting any inference about values in the 
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population. This line of reasoning suggests we should accept Hypotheses 1, 2 
and 3 despite the non-significant differences.    
As a methodological aside, I conducted a further analysis using 
respect as a sole mediator. This analysis obtained an indirect effect of 0.40, 
with a 95% CI ranging from 0.15 to 0.68. Thus, it was a significant mediator, 
although the direct effect was also significant, (unstandardized B = 0.85, p < 
.001). This highlights the danger of single mediator analyses; had I not also 
measured trust, we may have ended up concluding that respect was indeed a 
significant mediator.  
 
Discussion 
 If my argument for rejecting the results of the difference scores is 
accepted, these results are very encouraging. Hypothesis 1 was supported. 
Participants liked people who said they would cooperate more than those who 
said they would defect, and this can be explained by their greater trust in a 
benevolent partner. Likewise, Hypotheses 2 and 3 were supported. 
Participants were more attracted to similar than dissimilar partners, and this 
could be explained by greater trust in, but not greater respect for, the similar 
partner.  
Hypothesis 4 was not supported. Mediation by trust and respect was 
only partial, suggesting some mechanism other than evaluation was at work.  
 The results provided good support for the hypothesis of flexible 
mediation. Previous studies have shown that respect for ability did function as 
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a mediator, but using a variation of the phantom-other procedure which made 
trust more salient eliminated the mediational role of respect. This provides 
good support for trust as a robust mediator, and respect as a flexible 
mediator.  
However, these results only really show half the picture. I have shown 
that when warmth is salient, trust becomes the only mediator. However, I am 
relying on contrasting this with findings from studies using the normal 
phantom-other procedure. The problem with this is that I may not be perfectly 
replicating the procedures from other studies. Thus, it would be more 
convincing to show that varying a single factor within a single study is 
sufficient to change the pattern of mediation.    
 This throws up a certain problem. Ideally, I would use the phantom-
other procedure and the current PDG procedure as two conditions. This is 
because I have good reason to think that these will produce the hypothesized 
pattern of mediation. However, the current procedure differs from the 
standard phantom-other procedure in two respects. First, the PDG was used 
as a prospective task. Second, auxiliary information on the benevolence of 
the partner was given. It would be inappropriate to vary both, as it would be 
unclear which manipulation was responsible for any effects. Rather, we 
should take the PDG procedure used in Experiment 1 and try to vary a single 
factor which will render competence more salient.   
The specific form of auxiliary information given in Experiment 1 (i.e., 
intentions) relates strongly to the PDG. It would be meaningless in the context 
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of another interaction task. Thus, if the task were varied, the form of 
information given would also have to be changed, meaning any effects found 
would be confounded. Therefore, manipulating the task is not desirable. The 
type of auxiliary information, however, can be varied without requiring a 
change in task. Whilst keeping the PDG, we can give information on the 
partner’s benevolence or competence, and these are equally compatible with 
the interaction task. This manipulation should draw attention to warmth and 
competence respectively, and hence lead to a change in the pattern of 
mediation.       
Experiment 2 was conducted to test this hypothesis. The procedure of 
Experiment 1 was replicated with one modification: Half the participants were 
given information on the partner’s benevolence as before; but the other half 
were given information on the partner’s grades. These should draw attention 
to warmth and competence, respectively. If, as hypothesized, trust is a robust 
mediator whereas respect is context-dependent one, then the indirect effect 
through trust should be constant, whereas that through respect should vary 





I extended the previous study by adding a new variable of information 
type in Experiment 2. Half the participants received information about 
benevolence and attitude similarity, as in the previous Experiment. This 
manipulation was intended to make warmth salient. The other half received 
information about their partner’s grades and attitude similarity. This was 
intended to make the partner’s competence salient. I tested 4 hypotheses. 
H1: Benevolence should have an effect on attraction which is completely 
mediated by trust alone. 
H2: Grades should have an effect on attraction which is mediated more by 
respect than trust.  
H3: Trust should be a robust mediator, and hence the indirect effect 
through trust should not vary with information type.  
H4: Respect should be a situational specific mediator, and hence the 




The design was a 2 (attitude similarity: similar vs. dissimilar) x 2 
(information type: benevolence vs. grades) x 2 (information valence: positive 




Participants were undergraduate students (112 women, 48 men) from 
the same sample as Experiment 1. Ages ranged from 17 to 25 years. 
Participants were spread equally among cells (14 women and 6 men per 
condition).    
 
Procedure 
For the participants in the benevolence condition, the procedure was 
identical to that in Experiment 1. For those in the grades condition, there were 
some small differences. They received a slightly different instruction sheet, 
saying that they would be receiving the partner’s grades (see Appendix C). 
Then, instead of an intention sheet, they received a grade report with the 
partner’s attitude form (see Appendix E). This was supposedly completed by 
the partner, and gave the partner’s grade on the university’s CAP scale. High 
scorers reported a ‘4.9’ (an A grade), and low scorers a ‘2.1’ (a C grade). A 
copy of the grading scale was also included, so as the meaning of these 
grades were unambiguous. The response booklet was the same as that used 
in Experiment 1. 
 
Results 
Prisoner’s Dilemma Comprehension 




 As in Experiment 1, I first checked on the distinctness of the constructs 
of attraction, trust and respect by a factor analysis. A scree plot (given in 
Figure 4) again suggested that a three factor solution was appropriate. Thus, 
a three factor model with promax rotation was requested. The pattern matrix 
is given in Table 3 below. The results were even less satisfactory than in 
Experiment 1. Two attraction items loaded more strongly on trust than on 
attraction, and one item each from the trust and respect scales showed a 
double loading with attraction. It is clear that the reliability of the factor 
loadings is questionable. This could simply be due to random variance. It is 
true that the present samples are a little small to reliably estimate such 


















Item 1 2 3
T1: My partner would make me feel secure 0.54 0.22 0.13
T2: I would expect my partner to play fair with me 0.75 -0.04 0.03
T3: I expect to be able to confide in my interaction partner 0.41 0.42 0.13
T4: My partner is not someone I would consider reliable 0.64 -0.12 0.06
T5: In any upcoming task, my partner would act benevolently toward me 0.87 -0.17 0.03
T6: I would totally rely on my partner 0.47 0.28 0.06
T7: I find my partner to be a dependable person 0.51 0.17 0.14
T8: My partner would take advantage of me * 1.02 -0.23 -0.32
T9: If given the oppotunity, my partner would probably exploit me * 0.95 -0.25 -0.21
T10: My partner would look out for my interests 0.71 -0.01 0.00
A1: I would probably enjoy my partner's company 0.32 0.53 0.09
A2: I would probably dislike talking with my partner at a party * 0.48 0.24 -0.11
A3: I would like to meet my partner -0.18 0.95 -0.04
A4: I would probably like my partner 0.26 0.61 0.03
A5: I would like to be with my partner 0.30 0.56 0.05
A6: I look forward to playing the game with my partner -0.25 0.86 -0.09
A7: I look forward to meeting my partner -0.13 1.03 -0.23
A8: I would enjoy discussing controversial topics with my partner -0.05 0.65 -0.06
A9: My partner would probably not make a good partner to me * 0.43 0.35 -0.04
A10: I would like to get to know my partner better -0.09 0.70 -0.01
R1: My partner is probably well respected 0.30 0.09 0.40
R2: My partner will probably be successful in life 0.19 0.16 0.51
R3: I think my partner would make a good leader 0.33 0.19 0.33
R4: My partner is probably an intelligent individual -0.06 0.02 0.79
R5: I think my partner is probably competent at what s/he does -0.01 -0.12 0.85
R6: My partner is probably good at everything that s/he does -0.09 -0.01 0.71
R7: My partner is probably a competent individual -0.17 0.00 0.86
R8: My partner will probably achieve all of his / her goals 0.04 -0.27 0.75
R9: My partner is probably a talented individual -0.05 -0.07 0.80
R10: My partner is probably a gifted individual -0.10 -0.03 0.73
Note. * = Reverse Coded
Factor 3: Respect
Principal-axis Factor Patterns in Responses to the Trust, Respect, and Attraction 





loadings (in this case, there are 5.3 cases per variable). Another, more 
worrying, possibility is that the factors each item loads on may vary with 
stimuli and experimental setup.  
 Whilst this issue deserves further investigation, I continued to use the 
same scales as in the previous experiment. This decision was motivated by 
similar considerations as the decision to use them in the Experiment 1. First, 
the factor analysis was largely as predicted; it was only a minority of items 
which showed troubling loadings. Second, changing the constructs would 
lead to a lack of comparability with previous studies, as discussed in 
Experiment 1. Third, the resulting constructs showed acceptable levels of 
internal consistency, (αs=.91, .91, and ,89 for attraction, trust and respect 
respectively).   
 
ANOVAs of Main Variables 
Interestingly, the IVs had different effects on the three main variables. 
There was only the main effect of attitude similarity on attraction, F(1, 152) = 
75.15, p < .001, η2 = .33. Means showed that participants were more attracted 
to a similar (M = 4.73, SD = 0.69) than dissimilar (M = 3.60, SD = 0.93) 
partner. Noticeably, there was no effect of information valence, F(1, 152) = 
0.95, p = .33,  η2 < .01, or interaction between information type and valence, 
F(1, 152) = 0.05, p = .82,  η2 < .01. This contradicts Hypotheses 1 and 2, as 
neither benevolence nor grades had an effect on attraction.  
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 There was a main effect of similarity on trust, F(1, 152) = 93.12, p < 
.001,  η2 = .37. A similar partner was more trusted (M = 4.21, SD = 0.79) than 
a dissimilar one (M = 3.01, SD = 0.79). There was also a main effect of 
information valence, F(1, 152) = 8.59, p = .004,  η2 = .03, but no interaction 
between information type and valence, F(1, 152) = 0.03, p =.87,  η2 < .01. 
Apparently, positive information (benevolence or high grades) led to more 
trust (M = 3.79, SD = 0.94) than negative (M = 3.43, SD = 1.01). Furthermore, 
there was no difference between these two types of information. 
 Respect showed the most complicated pattern of effects. First, there 
was a main effect of similarity, F(1, 152) = 42.08, p < .001,  η2 = .18 , with 
more respect for a similar (M = 4.77, SD = 0.68) than a dissimilar (M = 4.09, 
SD = 0.78) partner. Second, there was a main effect of information valence, 
F(1, 152) = 18.34, p < .001,  η2 = .08, with more respect for partners when the 
information was positive (M = 4.66, SD = 0.67) than negative (M = 4.21, SD = 
0.87). However, there was a significant information type by valence 
interaction, F(1, 152) = 18.24, p < .001,  η2 = .08. Further analysis revealed 
that there was a significant effect of valence when information was given on 
grades, F(1, 76) = 27.51, p < .001,  η2 = .21, with high ratings given to the 
partners with higher (M = 4.89, SD = 0.74) than lower grades (M = 3.99, SD = 
1.00). However, there was no significant effect of valence when information 
on benevolence was given, F(1, 76) = 0.001, p = .99,  η2 < .01. Thus, it seems 
respect was linked specifically to the valence of the information on grades, 
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unlike judgments of trust, which were linked to the valence of both types of 
information.  
Finally, there was a marginally significant interaction effect of 
information type by similarity on respect, F(1, 152) = 3.70, p = .06,  η2 = .02. 
Further analysis showed that there was a significant effect of similarity on 
respect when both grade and benevolence information were given, Fs(1, 76) 
= 26.59 and 15.54, ps < .001,  η2s = .20 and .17, respectively. However, the 
interaction arose from a stronger effect of similarity when the information was 























In order to test hypotheses 3 and 4, the indirect effects through trust 
and respect across the two information type groups had to be compared.  As 
in Expt. 1, I used the procedure of Cheung (2007). In this case, a multiple 
groups analysis has to be run, calculating results for the grade and intention 
groups separately. Then, one phantom variable was added to the model for 
each indirect effect. This was constrained to equal the difference in that 
particular indirect effect across the groups. The 95% CIs on this variable can 
be calculated through a bootstrapping procedure. 
 This procedure was implemented using MPlus. As before, similarity 
was treated as an IV, trust and respect as the MVs and attraction as the DV. 
Attraction, trust and respect were also regressed onto information valence, in 
order to control for differences due to positive vs. negative information. 
Information type was used as a grouping variable. The strength of the indirect 
effects in each group were compared using the same procedure as before. In 
addition, two new phantom variables were created. These were constrained 
to equal the difference between the indirect effect through trust across the two 
information types, and the same contrast in respect across information type. 
 The results are summarized in Table 4. As can be seen, in both 
conditions trust was a significant mediator, whereas respect was not. Looking 
at the phantom variables, we can see that Hypothesis 3 received good 











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































two information types. However, Hypothesis 4 was not supported. Respect 
did not become stronger in the grade condition. Finally, mediation was partial 
in the intention condition, but complete in the grade condition. 
 As a supplementary analysis, the model was rerun without grouping 
the data. The results are given in Table 5. As can be seen, trust was a 
mediator, whereas respect was not. Furthermore, when the model was re-run 
with respect as the sole mediator, respect showed an indirect effect of 0.22, 
with 95% CIs ranging from 0.05 to 0.38. Thus, the findings of the first study on 
the dangers of single-mediator analyses were confirmed.  
 
Grade Information and Trust 
 As noted above, contrary to expectations, the valence of grade 
information had an effect on trust. This seemed odd, as grades would seem 
to be a very clear cue to ability, not trustworthiness. One possible explanation 
is that respect leads to trust. Further mediation analysis was used to test this 
possibility. More specifically, examining just the data from the grade condition, 
two models were tested; respect as a mediator of the information valence 
effect on trust, and trust as a mediator of the effect on respect. In both cases, 
the effect of attitude similarity was controlled for. The results were interesting; 
whilst trust was not a significant mediator of the effect on respect 
(unstandardized B = 0.17, 95% CIs: -0.02, 0.44), respect was a significant 
mediator of the effect on trust (unstandardized B = 0.49, 95 % CIs: 0.23, 
0.83). Furthermore, this was enough to render the direct effect non-  
40 
significant (unstandardized B = -0.11, p = 0.60). Thus, in the grade condition, 
respect completely mediated the effect of information valence on trust. It 
would seem that respect gave rise to trust, consistent with similar suggestions 
in the organizational literature (e.g., Colquitt et al., 2007).  
 
Discussion 
 As noted, neither Hypothesis 1 nor 2 was supported by the current 
results. It seems that auxiliary information (intentions or grades) has no 
reliable effect on attraction. At most, it affects which dimensions are salient. 
The information did, however, yield effects in trust and respect, suggesting 
they were manipulating the appropriate variables.     
 Hypothesis 3 was supported. Trust was a significant mediator in both 
information type conditions, and the indirect effect through trust did not vary 
across the two conditions.  
 The evidence relating to Hypothesis 4 was unfavorable. The indirect 
effect through respect did not vary with information type condition, and even 
when competence was rendered salient, respect was not a significant 
mediator of the similarity effect. This goes against the hypothesis. On the 
other hand, the similarity by information type interaction in respect did provide 
some support. In particular, the indirect effect through respect was stronger in 
the second case, as participants made stronger evaluations of competence 
from similarity in the grades condition. This effect, however, missed the level 




Summary of Results 
I had two main hypotheses. First, the thesis of flexible mediation 
argued that the mediators of the similarity-attraction effect depend on the 
saliency of different dimensions of evaluation. Combining this with previous 
findings from the impression formation literature gave two sub-hypotheses: 
Trust would be a robust mediator, and respect would be a context-dependent 
mediator. Second, the thesis of evaluative sufficiency held that the 
combination of trust and respect would be the complete mediators of the 
similarity-attraction effect. I will take these issues in order. 
The evidence for flexible mediation was generally encouraging. As 
noted above, a previous study had found mediation by trust and respect 
(Singh, Seow et al., 2008). The current studies, however, showed only trust 
as a mediator. The key difference was that I used a PDG-based procedure, 
which would have rendered warmth a more salient dimension. On the other 
hand, I failed to change this pattern of mediation through the manipulation of 
auxiliary information type in Experiment 2. Thus, the main evidence for 
flexibility comes from comparing the present results with those of Singh, 
Seow et al., (2008). As noted before, this is a little unsatisfactory, as it raises 
the possibility of methodological inconsistencies. Thus, whilst it does seem 
that the mediators can be changed, I cannot conclusively say that this was 
due to the saliency of different dimensions.         
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 The hypothesis of trust as a robust mediator received good support. In 
all conditions of the current research, trust was a mediator of the similarity-
attraction effect, even when a manipulation was used to make competence 
salient. Also, in Experiment 2, competence information indirectly affected 
trust, which suggests that stimuli which render competence salient will also 
make trust salient.  
However, I should be careful not to be over-enthusiastic. Even the 
competence-salient condition used the PDG, which probably cued warmth to 
some degree. This view is supported by the fact that even in this condition, 
respect was not a mediator. Hence, while the current results are consistent 
with the hypothesis, they do not provide a fully comprehensive test. To do 
this, I would need to use a situation in which the competence, but not warmth, 
of the partner is important.  
 The evidence for respect as a context-dependent mediator was even 
more mixed. While previous studies, (Singh, Seow et al., 2008), 
demonstrated respect to be a mediator of the effect, the current study did not. 
This variation provides some evidence for its flexibility. However, as noted 
above, the problem with this argument is that this difference may be due to 
unintended changes in the methodology. Thus, I am able to show that respect 
is not a mediator, but cannot show why this is the case.  
It was for this reason I attempted to manipulate competence saliency in 
Experiment 2. This attempt backfired somewhat, in that giving information on 
grades failed to change the indirect path through respect significantly. This 
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outcome seems to contradict the thesis of context dependence. However, a 
better interpretation is that the meditational role of respect was changing in 
the predicted fashion, but this was counteracted by the task used. More 
specifically, the PDG drew attention to warmth, which reduced the overall 
significance of the respect pathway. The reason I take this position is the 
marginally significant interaction between similarity and information type on 
respect. Recall that when grade information was given, similarity had a 
stronger effect on respect. This suggests that, in line with the hypothesis of 
context dependence, respect is a stronger mediator when competence is 
salient, but that this was not enough to make the difference significant in the 
current research. 
 Overall, I have found some evidence for the thesis of flexible 
mediation. As predicted, the use of a PDG methodology eliminated the effect 
of respect found in previous studies. Furthermore, manipulating the saliency 
of warmth and competence affected the impact of similarity on respect, but 
not on trust. This was not a perfect demonstration. It seems that the 
competence-salient condition was still too trust focused. As a result, I am 
forced to rely on comparisons with the results of Singh, Seow et al., (2008) to 
argue these hypotheses.        
 Not such good things can be said about the sufficiency of evaluation 
hypothesis. In Experiment 1, mediation was partial, a finding replicated in the 
intentions condition of Experiment 2. However, in the grades condition of 
Experiment 2, mediation was complete.  
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There can be two explanations for this. First, these results may be 
representative, in which case we have to explain the difference between the 
two conditions of Experiment 2. I cannot see a clear reason why we should 
expect such a difference. Thus, I argue that we should turn to the second 
option, which is that the better-established finding of partial mediation is 
correct, and the complete mediation in Experiment 2 is merely random 
variation. Even if we accept the two dimensional model of evaluation (which is 
well supported, as discussed in the introduction), we are led to one of two 
conclusions; either trust and respect are not sufficiently comprehensive 
measures of competence and warmth, or there is some mechanism other 
than evaluation at work. Probably, there is some accuracy in both of these 
explanations.  
First, while trust is a very important aspect of warmth, it is probably not 
synonymous with the construct. A person may be very trustworthy, yet very 
cold and distant. Equally, he or she may be very good company (i.e., high 
warmth), but totally unreliable.  
Second, there may well be other mechanisms at work. In the current 
study, I examined the effect of attitudes on the view of the partner. However, 
attitude similarity could surely affect our view of other things. Recall Byrne’s 
(1961) original explanation: Similarity leads to validation, which leads to 
positive affect. Previous studies have shown that the affective part of this 
explanation is a bit of a red herring (e.g., Singh, Yeo et al., 2007). At the 
same time, the validation part remains untested. A similar partner may 
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change our views toward the attitudes in question, making us more certain of 
their correctness, and possibly toward ourselves, supporting our self-image 
as a shrewd judge of such matters. 
In both experiments, respect emerged as a significant mediator when it 
was entered alone, but not when it was entered with trust. This discrepancy 
highlights the problem of common method variance. Both the DV and MVs 
were measured with similar rating scales. This leads to an over-estimation of 
the relationship between the two, as the common measurement method leads 
to a certain amount of covariance. Entering a second MV, also measured in 
the same way, can suppress this common variance, and hence lead to a 
more accurate picture of the underlying mechanisms. Singh, Seow et al. 
(2008) found a similar effect. Taken together, these results indicate that any 
study which uses a single mediator measured in a way similar to the DV has 
the possibility of over-estimating the mediation effect. Further research should 
take this problem seriously. 
 
Implications of Findings      
 The current findings have a number of implications for our 
understanding of the similarity-attraction link. First, and most conclusively, I 
have shown that respect is not a required mediator of the similarity-attraction 
effect, contrary to the theory put forward by Montoya and Horton (2004). 
Second, I have presented suggestive evidence that the mediators of this 
effect will vary with the situation. Any account which tries to posit a single, 
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universal mediator, will only apply in certain situations. Third, the data are 
consistent with the hypothesis that trust will always be relevant whereas 
respect is only important in some situations. This provides further support for 
the idea that warmth is a more pervasive factor in attraction than competence 
(as argued by Cottrell et al., 2007). Finally, I have shown that these two 
factors alone are often not sufficient to explain the effect totally. This suggests 
that evaluation of the partner is not the only mechanism at work.        
 Perhaps the most important implication of this work is the linking of the 
attitude similarity effect with the impression formation literature. The current 
study showed that by drawing a link between the similarity effect and an 
independently established model of person evaluation, I was able to generate 
novel hypotheses, which have increased our understanding of the effect. 
Examining the research on the attitude-similarity attraction effect alone would 
give us no grounds for positing the robustness of trust and context-
dependence of respect. These hypotheses only become obvious when the 
link is made from trust and respect to self- and other- profitability. This kind of 
cautious, empirically supported synthesis allowed us to integrate a range of 
findings, and so understand the relationships between seemingly 
unconnected processes. It is precisely what is needed to help explain, as 





Directions for Future Research 
The current experiments have one very clear flaw. They lacked a 
condition in which competence alone was salient. This caused problems in 
testing the hypothesis of flexible mediation, and the sub-hypotheses positing 
the robustness of trust and the context dependence of competence. Flexible 
mediation and the context dependence of respect can currently only be 
established by comparing the current findings with those of Singh, Seow et al. 
(2008), whereas the robustness of trust would be better established if it could 
be shown that trust is still a mediator even in an unambiguously competence-
salient situation. A study which contrasts a highly warmth-salient with a highly 
competence-salient condition could thus help test all three hypotheses. 
This was precisely what was attempted in Experiment 2, but the 
auxiliary information was not a strong enough cue to achieve the desired 
manipulation. Thus, I recommend that the information variable is dropped, 
and instead the task should be varied. One task is simple, but there is a 
possibility of cheating. One is complex, but there is no incentive to cheat. 
Amount of expected contact between participant and partner needs to be 
controlled across conditions. Demonstrating that trust is a mediator in both, 
but respect is only a mediator in the later would be a convincing 
demonstration of the thesis of flexible mediation.  
The forgoing method would also bring the current findings more 
strongly into line with those of Cottrell et al., (2007). This is because the 
current study assumed that Cottrell et al.’s (2007) findings (that different 
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characteristics are desirable for different relationship types) are due to 
differing saliency of warmth and competence across these relationship types. 
This saliency was then manipulated in a totally different fashion (i.e., by giving 
auxiliary information). By manipulating the task, we would be moving more 
closely in line with their original conception.  
 Assuming that flexible mediation is shown, it would be good to confirm 
that this is due to the saliency of the two dimensions. This could be achieved 
through a word recognition task. Relative to a control group, participants in an 
experimental condition should be faster to recognize words related to the 
salient dimension.   
 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, I have shown how connections can be drawn from the 
impression formation literature to the attitude similarity effect. Such 
connections gave new insight into how trust and respect should function as 
mediators. Over two experiments, results consistent with this position were 
collected. However, the manipulation used in the second was too weak to 
give a convincing demonstration of the hypotheses.  
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Appendix A – Attitude Survey 
Participant Number: ______ 
  
Survey of Attitudes 
 
1.  Environmental protection 
 
_____      I am very much against environmental protection. 
_____      I am against environmental protection. 
_____      I am mildly against environmental protection. 
_____      I am mildly in favour of environmental protection. 
_____      I am in favour of environmental protection. 
_____      I am very much in favour of environmental protection.  
 
2.  Careers for women 
 
_____      I am very much opposed to women pursing careers. 
_____      I am opposed to women pursuing careers. 
_____      I am mildly opposed to women pursuing careers. 
_____      I am mildly in favour of women pursuing careers. 
_____      I am in favour of women pursuing careers. 
_____      I am very much in favour of women pursuing careers. 
 
3.  Belief in God 
 
_____      I strongly believe that there is no God. 
_____      I believe that there is no God. 
_____      I feel that perhaps there is no God. 
_____      I feel that perhaps there is a God. 
_____      I believe that there is a God. 
_____      I strongly believe that there is a God. 
 
4.  Ranking of schools 
 
_____      I am very much against the ranking of schools. 
_____      I am against the ranking of schools. 
_____      I am mildly against the ranking of schools. 
_____      I am mildly in favour of the ranking of schools. 
_____      I am in favour of the ranking of schools. 
_____      I am very much in favour of the ranking of schools. 
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5.  Abortion 
 
_____      I am very much against abortion. 
_____      I am against abortion. 
_____      I am mildly against abortion. 
_____      I am mildly in favour of abortion. 
_____      I am in favour of abortion. 
_____      I am very much in favour of abortion. 
 
6.  Death penalty 
 
_____      I am very much against the death penalty. 
_____      I am against the death penalty. 
_____      I am mildly against the death penalty. 
_____      I am mildly in favour of the death penalty. 
_____      I am in favour of the death penalty. 
_____      I am very much in favour of the death penalty. 
 
7.  Interracial dating 
 
_____      I am very much in favour of interracial dating. 
_____      I am in favour of interracial dating. 
_____      I am mildly in favour of interracial dating. 
_____      I am mildly against interracial dating. 
_____      I am against interracial dating. 
_____      I am very much against interracial dating. 
 
8.  Money 
 
_____      I strongly believe that money is not one of the most important things in life. 
_____      I believe that money is not one of the most important things in life. 
_____      I feel that perhaps money is not one of the most important things in life. 
_____      I feel that perhaps money is one of the most important things in life. 
_____      I believe that money is one of the most important things in life. 








9.  Divorce 
 
_____      I am very much in favour of divorce. 
_____      I am in favour of divorce. 
_____      I am mildly in favour of divorce. 
_____      I am mildly opposed to divorce. 
_____      I am opposed to divorce. 
_____      I am very opposed to divorce.  
 
10.  Smoking 
 
_____      In general, I am very much in favour of smoking. 
_____      In general, I am in favour of smoking. 
_____      In general, I am mildly in favour of smoking. 
_____      In general, I am mildly against smoking. 
_____      In general, I am against smoking. 
_____      In general, I am very much against smoking. 
 
11.  Premarital sex relations 
 
_____      In general, I am very much in favour of premarital sex relations. 
_____      In general, I am in favour of premarital sex relations. 
_____      In general, I am mildly in favour of premarital sex relations. 
_____      In general, I am mildly against premarital sex relations. 
_____      In general, I am against premarital sex relations. 
_____      In general, I am very much against premarital sex relations. 
 
12.  Strict discipline 
 
_____      I am very much in favour of the strict disciplining of children. 
_____      I am in favour of the strict disciplining of children. 
_____      I am mildly in favour of the strict disciplining of children. 
_____      I am mildly against the strict disciplining of children.  
_____      I am against the strict disciplining of children. 




Thank you for completing the questionnaire. 
Please check that you have completed all the items. 
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Appendix B: PDG Instruction Sheet (Benevolence Condition) 
Participant number:___________  
Session 2 Instructions 
 
You will be playing 8 to 10 rounds of a Prisoner’s Dilemma game with a participant from 
another experimental group. You may be familiar with the game. In each round, each player has the 
choice of co-operating with their partner, or turning traitor and defecting on them. You will receive a 
number of points based on the combination of choices. The aim is to get as many points for your self 
as possible. The pay-off matrix is given below; 
 
    Your choice 
    Co-operate Defect 











Defect 0 1 
 
The matrix is the same for both you and your partner. Thus, if you both co-operate, you will each get 3 
points, and if you both defect you will each get 1 point. If, however, one of you co-operates whilst the 
other defects, the player who defects will get 5 points whereas the one who co-operates will get 
nothing. If you do not understand the game, please ask for help now before we progress to the next 
stage of the study. 
 
To confirm you have understood, could you please fill in the payoff to both you and your partner 
for the combinations of decisions given below; 
  
 Your payoff Partner's payoff 
You both co-operate ….. ….. 
You co-operate, but your partner defects ….. ….. 
You defect, but your partner co-operates ….. ….. 
You both defect ….. ….. 
 
You will have some information about your partner. You will be given an attitude survey 
completed by your partner. You may recall that you completed a similar survey in session 1. 
Furthermore, you have been randomly assigned to be a RECEIVER. This means you will be given 
information about your partner’s intentions for each round. This communication is entirely one-way.       
 
After each round, I will ask you to answer some questions about your partner. 
 
Thank you once again for participating 
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Appendix C: PDG Instruction Sheet (Grades Condition) 
Participant number:___________  
Session 2 Instructions 
 
You will be playing 8 to 10 rounds of a Prisoner’s Dilemma game with a participant from 
another experimental group. You may be familiar with the game. In each round, each player has the 
choice of co-operating with their partner, or turning traitor and defecting on them. You will receive a 
number of points based on the combination of choices. The aim is to get as many points for your self 
as possible. The pay-off matrix is given below; 
 
    Your choice 
    Co-operate Defect 











Defect 0 1 
 
The matrix is the same for both you and your partner. Thus, if you both co-operate, you will each get 3 
points, and if you both defect you will each get 1 point. If, however, one of you co-operates whilst the 
other defects, the player who defects will get 5 points whereas the one who co-operates will get 
nothing. If you do not understand the game, please ask for help now before we progress to the next 
stage of the study. 
 
To confirm you have understood, could you please fill in the payoff to both you and your partner 
for the combinations of decisions given below; 
  
 Your payoff Partner's payoff 
You both co-operate ….. ….. 
You co-operate, but your partner defects ….. ….. 
You defect, but your partner co-operates ….. ….. 
You both defect ….. ….. 
 
You will have some information about your partner. You will be given an attitude survey 
completed by your partner. You may recall that you completed a similar survey in session 1. 
Furthermore, you have been randomly assigned to be a RECEIVER. This means you will be given 
information about your partner’s grades (CAP). This communication is entirely one-way.       
 
After each round, I will ask you to answer some questions about your partner. 
 
Thank you once again for participating 
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Appendix D: PDG Response Sheet 
 
Participant number: __________ 
 
 
Please place an ‘X’ next to your INTENDED action in the next round 
 
In the next round I intend to: 
 
 Co-operate: ….. 
 
 Defect: ….. 
 




Appendix E: Grade Sheet 
 
Participant number: __________ 
 
 
Please write your Cumulative Average Point in the space provided. 
 




Key            
Grade A+ A A- B+ B  B- C+ C D+ D F 
CAP 5.00 5.00 4.50 4.00 3.50 3.00 2.50 2.00 1.50 1.00 0.00
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Appendix F: Partner Opinion Questionnaire 
 
Age: _____    
Sex:  F / M 
Impression Formation Questionaire 
 
[ R ] 1.  My future interaction partner is probably well-respected.   
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree           Neither Disagree nor Agree                  Strongly Agree 
 
[ T ] 2.  This interaction partner would make me feel secure.                 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ R ] 3.  My future interaction partner will probably be successful in life.  
  
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree               Neither Disagree nor Agree                  Strongly Agree 
 
[ T ] 4.  I would expect this interaction partner to play fair with me. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ R ] 5.  I think that my future interaction partner would make a good leader. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ T ] 6.  I expect to be able to confide in this interaction partner. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree               Neither Disagree nor Agree                  Strongly Agree 
 
[ R ] 7.  My future interaction partner is probably an intelligent individual. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ R ] 8.   I think my future interaction partner is probably competent at what s/he 
does. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 






[ T ] 9.  This interaction partner is not someone I would consider reliable.  
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree               Neither Disagree nor Agree                  Strongly Agree 
                                                                                                                      
[ T ] 10.  In any upcoming task, this interaction partner would act benevolently 
toward me.  
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ R ] 11.  My future interaction partner is probably good at everything that s/he 
does. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ T ] 12.  I would totally rely on this interaction partner. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ R ] 13.  My future interaction partner is probably a competent individual. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ T ] 14.  I would find this interaction partner to be a dependable person. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ T ] 15. My future interaction partner would take advantage of me.  
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ R ] 16.  My future interaction partner will probably achieve all of his/her goals. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ R ] 17.  My future interaction partner is probably a talented individual.  
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 







[ T ] 18.  If given the opportunity, this interaction partner would probably 
exploit me.  
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                    Neither Disagree nor Agree                  Strongly Agree 
 
[ R ] 19.  My future interaction partner is probably a gifted individual. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree               Neither Disagree nor Agree                  Strongly Agree 
 
[ T ] 20.  My future interaction partner would look out for my interests. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ A ] 21. I will probably enjoy my future interaction partner’s company. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ A ] 22. I would probably dislike talking with my future interaction partner at a 
party. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                 Neither Disagree nor Agree                Strongly Agree 
 
[ A ] 23. I would like to meet my future interaction partner. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                 Neither Disagree nor Agree      Strongly Agree 
 
[ A ] 24. I will probably like my future interaction partner. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                 Neither Disagree nor Agree      Strongly Agree 
 
[ A ] 25. I would like to be with my future interaction partner. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                Neither Disagree nor Agree                 Strongly Agree 
 
[ A ] 26. I look forward to working on the upcoming task with my future 
interaction partner. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 






[ A ] 27. I look forward to meeting my future interaction partner. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                  Neither Disagree nor Agree      Strongly Agree 
 
[ A ] 28. I would enjoy discussing controversial topics with my future 
interaction partner. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                  Neither Disagree nor Agree      Strongly Agree 
 
[ A ] 29. My future interaction partner would probably not make a good friend to 
me. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                   Neither Disagree nor Agree      Strongly Agree 
 
[ A ] 30. I would like to get to know this person better. 
 
1  ------------  2  ------------  3  ------------  4  ------------  5  ------------  6  ------------  7 
Strongly Disagree                 Neither Disagree nor Agree      Strongly Agree 
 
 
Part 2: Game Action 
 
I wish to: 
Co-operate: ….. 
 Defect: ….. 
Not sure: ….. 
 
 
Please check that you have answered all the 
questions. 
Thank you for participating in this study  
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